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A PRELIMINARY STUDY OF BIFURCATED STEMMED POINTS 
IN KERSHAW AND LANCASTER COUNTIES, SOUTH CAROLINA 
The wo r d b I fur cat e 
or parts. This term is 
distinct basal notching 
by 
Andee Steen 
means divided into two branches 
applied to those points having a 
in the stemmed hafting area. 
The bifurcate point tradition has been firmly 
establ ished in several southeastern states (Lewis and 
K neb erg 1 95 5; K neb erg 1 9 5 6 ; B roy I e s 1 9 6 6 , 1 9 7 1; C h a pm a n 
1 975 , 1 976 , 1 977, 1 97 8 ) • The m 0 s t c omm 0 n I y r e cog n i zed 
bifurcate point is the LeCroy. The LeCroy point was 
described and named by Madeline Kneberg from examples 
found at the LeCroy site on the Tennessee River above 
Chattanooga, Tennessee, in Hamilton County (Lewis and 
Kneberg 1955: 79, 81; Kneberg 1956: 27, 28). Subsequent 
work by Bettye Broyles at the St. Albans site west of 
Charleston, West Virginia, in Kanawha County, has 
identified three other bifurcate points: the MacCorkle 
Stemmed, the St. Albans Side Notched, and the Kanawha 
Stemmed (Broyles 1966: 23-28). Radiocarbon dates 
obtained by Broyles from her work at the St. Albans site 
(Broyles 1966: 23-28) and more recent radiocarbon dates 
obtained by Jefferson Chapman from his work at sites in 
the Little Tennessee River Valley In Tennessee (Chapman 
1975, 1976, 1977, 1978) place bifurcate points in the 
Early Archaic cultural tradition with a maximum date of 
8,830 years ago or 6880 B.C. + 700 years and a minimum 
date of 8,160 years ago or 6210 B.C. + 100 years 
(Broyles 1966: 27, 41; Chapman 1975, 1976, 1977, 1978). 
The distribution of bifurcate points is fairly 
widespread in the eastern United States (Broyles 1966: 
26 ). The y are co mm 0 n i n m 0 s tea s t ern s tat e s fro m 
northern Alabama to New England, and they are also found 
west into eastern Kentucky, Ohio, Indiana and Michigan 
( B roy I e s 1 9 66 : 2 6 , 1 9 7 1; C h a pm a n 1 9 7 5, 1 97 6 , 1 9 7 7, 1 9 7 8 ; 
Fitting 1964: 93; Taylor 1976). Bifurcate points have 
not yet been recovered in stratigraphic context in South 
Carolina nor have any single component sites been 
identified. Until recently, archaeologists thought the 
bifurcate tradition almost non-existent in South 
Carolina. liThe bifurcate tradition, which is so 
dominant in Tennessee during the later stages of the 
Early Archaic Period, is almost absent from the South 
Carol ina collections of the Institute of Archaeology and 
Anthropology, although Popl in (Taylor and Smith 1978) 
identifies several bifurcate points from the Richard B. 
Russell Dam project along the Upper Savannah River" 
(Cable and Cantley 1979). This bel ief is understandable 
due to the lack of extensive archaeological research in 
South Carol ina. 
In 1979, was contacted by Tommy Charles (SCIAA, 
USC) who had just begun a statewide survey of 
prehistoric collections owned by private citizens. He 
commented on the considerable number of bifurcate points 
he was seeing in collections from the Santee River 
drainage area and eastward, stating that they were 
rarely seen in collections west of the Santee River 
drainage area. As a collector for 30 years in Kershaw 
and Lancaster Counties, I had developed an interest in 
the bifurcate points. Knowing very little about these 
points, I viewed them as unusual but not rare. With the 
desire to learn al I that I could about bifurcate points, 
I decided to research avai lable bifurcate data. Reading 
local archaeological literature revealed little 
i n for mat ion 0 nth e b i fur cat e poi n t s • The few c 0 mm en t s 
relating to the bifurcate types referred mainly to their 
scarcity. This lack of information encouraged me to do 
a study of the area where I collect, mainly Kershaw and 
Lancaster Counties, South Carol ina. 
The purpose of my study was to document the nature 
and extent of bifurcated points from Kershaw and 
Lancaster Counties, South Carolina, and to determine 
their relationship to bifurcate type points described by 
Lewis and Kneberg (1955: 79, 81; 1956: 27, 28), Broyles 
(1966: 26, 27; 1971), and Chapman (1975, 1976, 1977, 
1978). This study focused on the morphological 
attributes, the lithic raw material utilized, and the 
topographic distribution of the bifurcates from 
Lancaster and Kershaw Counties, South Carolina. The 
bifurcate points analyzed and recorded for this study 
were surface finds from pr ivate collections in the 
project area. (Figure 1 shows study area.) 
Any point having a basally notched or bifurcated 
stem was studied and recorded. A total of 79 specimens 
was obtained for analysis. Forty-eight of the survey 
samples were collected by me; 31 of the specimens were 























Method of Analysis 
Each specimen, whether whole or broken, was measured 
to the nearest tenth mi II imeter using a metric caliper. 
Figure 2 shows where each measurement was taken. 
AI I data, both metric and Qual itative, are presented 
in Tables 1, 2, 3 and 4. In addition, when possible, 
data on sites and locational characteristics were 
gathered. These data are presented in Figure 3 and 
Table 5. 
Raw Material Identification 
The identification of lithic raw materials utilized 
i n pro d u c i n g b i fur cat e d s t e mm e d poi n t s fro m K e r s haw and 
Lancaster Counties, South Carol ina, was based on 
previous analyses conducted by Novick (1978) and Pough 
(1976: 219), and by consultation with Keith Derting of 
SCIAA. These have been assigned type numbers which are 
used in the raw material category in Tables 1 and 2. 
All of the raw materials described below are 
obtainable locally with the exceptions of Allendale 
chert and ridge and val ley chert. "Allendale chert is a 
silicified grainstone. The geographic distribution of 
this chert appears to be the Allendale County area and 
Burke and Screven Counties, Georgia, based on 
microscopic similarities" (Goodyear and Charles 1984). 
Ridge and valley chert is found in the Appalachian 
Mountain areas. 
Type 1 - Rhyolite 
This lithic material is dark green to black. 
Weather ing turns the surface a buff or I ight grey color. 
It sometimes feels chalky to the touch (Novick 1978: 
428) • 
Type 2 - Flow Banded Rhyolite 
The major characteristic of this lithic material is 
thin buff and grey to green bands that are either 
straight or undulating through the material. The width 
of the bands varies, but they are usually only a few 
mi II imeters wide. The bands were formed as mol ten rhyo-
4 
Dr _- _-_: _ 1po-~...x... ...... ~ 
I 
I 
... 1---. --B ----.:':..........,rJ • 
• • . 
.... --F .. 
A. MAX I MUM LENGTH 
B. MAX I MUM BLADE WIDTH 
A 
C. MAXIMUM THICKNESS OF BLADE 
D. STEM LENGTH 
E. STEM WIDTH AT BLADE 
F. STEM WIDTH AT BASE 
G. MAXIMUM NOTCH DEPTH 
Figure 2: Diagram showing where measurements were taken 
on bifurcated stemmed bifaces. 
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F gure 3: 
bifaces. 
• 
S t e locations of the b fur cat e d stemmed 
lit e flowed along the ground surface millions of yea r s 
ago. As flow banded rhyolite weathers, i t t urn s a b u f f 
color. Fresh breaks are dar k g r e y , and flow banding 
becomes d iff i cui t to recognize (Novick 1978: 427 ) • 
Type 3 - Welded Tuff 
This lithic material is green and rese,mbles chert. 
Unlike the formation of many tuffs, welded tuffs are 
formed by compaction. This is a very fine-gOrained 
material, often containing extremely fine lines of 
quartz (Novick 1978: 428). 
Type 4 - Felsic Tuff 
This lithic mater ial is formed from the ash of 
volcanic activity. Felsic tuff weathers to a buff, tan, 
or yel low color and contains phenocrysts of quartz, 
feldspar, and plagioclase (Novick 1978). In felsic 
tuff, the phenocrysts are normally greater than 50% 
feldspar (personal communication, Keith Derting). 
Type 5 - Silicate 
This lithic material has a sugary texture. The 
color va r i e s from g r e en, tan, tor u st. S iii cat e I a c k s 
the waxy luster that typifies chert. This material has 
the texture and fracture of unglazed porcelain (Novick 
1978). Chunks from large bolders were gathered from my 
project area. 
Type 6 - Unidentified Meta-Volcanic 
Unidentified meta-volcanic material is any lithic 
material suspected to be either metamorphic or igneous 
in origin but that cannot be identified positively. 
Type 7 - Differentially Crystal I ized Tuff 
Di fferential Iy crystal I ized tuff is a medium to dark 
grey, fine grained lithic material with light to medium 
grey "speckles" or "splotches" of coloration. These 
7 
TABLE 1 
DKSCRIPTlVE DATA POK LeCROY BlYUR.CATEt) STEMtED POINTS 
SITE 
38LAI0l 22.6 20.5 5.1 9.3 18.8 18.8 3.1 xx xx 
38LA89 19.7 19.6 5.2 13.0 16.8 19.4 4.4 xx xx xx 
38LA97 19.0 19.8 4.1 7.8 15.6 16.5 2.2 xx 
UNKNOWN NA NA 4.5 10.5 NA NA 4,.0 xx xx xx NA 
38LAIOI 26.1 23.9 7.9 9.2 15.2 16.1 3.1 xx xx 
38LA158 NA 32.8 4.6 11.4 19.4 14.6 1.7 xx xx xx NA 
38KE69 NA 24.4 6.1 11.0 17.3 17.7 3.0 xx xx xx xx 
38LA97 34.2 24.3 6.0 lJ.O 16 . 1 18.9 3 . 6 xx xx xx xx 
UNKNOWN 44.0 28.6 4.5 10 NA NA NA NA NA 
38LA112 25.7 17 . 5 3.6 12 14.2 16.0 5.5 xx xx xx xx 
38LA112 37.0 22.7 6.2 8. 17 . 1 NA 2. 3 NA NA xx xx 
38LA83 24.0 19.5 NA 9.0 16.5 19.1 3 .2 xx xx xx xx 
38LA82 27.9 17.2 14.5 17.1 4.2 xx xx xx xx 
38LA205 35.1 26.7 8. lJ 17.9 20.4 2.3 xx xx xx xx 
UNKNOWN 34.7 25.0 NA 7.5 12.3 18.6 2.5 xx xx xx xx 
38LA213 28.7 17.7 4.1 7.8 14.7 15.6 4.2 xx xx xx xx 
UNKNOWN 46.4 29.2 4.7 12.1 18.2 17.9 5.3 xx xx 
38KE179 29.0 21.5 NA 8.9 12.3 14 . 4 2.8 xx xx xx xx 
38LA89 26.1 26.5 4.7 8.7 16.7 15.7 3.3 xx xx xx xx 
38LA158 25.9 21.1 5.0 9 . 4 15.0 16.0 3.5 xx 
38LA98 30.4 20.8 3.9 8.2 lJ.2 13.5 3.0 xx xx 
38LA98 20.8 16.7 4.5 9.0 15.8 15.5 3.8 xx xx Xx xx 
38LA75 29.0 18.5 4 . 3 11.3 14.4 15 . 5 3.9 xx xx xx 
38LA147 27.6 22.0 3.8 10.0 16.4 15.5 4.1 xx xx xx xx xx 
38LA89 32.2 22 . 6 4.7 9 . 0 16.0 15.5 3.8 xx xx xx xx 
38LAI0l NA NA 4.0 11.0 16.5 16.8 4.1 xx 
38LA82 NA 20.0 4.3 10.4 17.2 17.6 3.8 xx xx xx xx 
38LAI0l 17.5 18.2 4.5 11.5 17.8 16.4 4.7 xx 
38LA83 24.2 26.8 5 . 0 9.4 16.9 16.6 4.7 xx xx xx 
38KE67 NA 19.3 4.3 8.3 15.2 15.2 4 . 0 xx xx xx NA 
38KE67 NA 23.1 4.3 8.8 16.3 15.4 3.6 xx xx xx NA 
38LA78 33.0 23.0 4.4 14.3 13.2 3.4 xx xx xx xx 
38LA98 24.4 23.6 5.0 10.6 17.6 16.9 4.7 xx xx xx xx 
38LA115 23.3 19.1 5.5 8.6 15.3 16.7 3.1 xx xx xx xx 
38i.A65 24.1 20.0 5.0 10.4 16.1 15.7 3 . 4 xx xx xx 
38LA83 23.6 18.3 6.9 10 14.9 18.2 2.0 xx xx xx 
38KE179 20.9 21.7 NA 9.7 17.9 16.5 3.7 xx xx 
UNKNOWN 21.6 21.5 NA 11.3 16.7 15.2 3.3 xx 
UNKNOWN 22.9 21.0 NA 12.5 17.9 16.1 5.0 xx xx xx 
UNKNOWN 36.1 28.7 4.8 10 15.0 14.8 4.0 xx 
UNKNOWN 25.2 22.9 3.6 7.5 15.0 14.3 3.2 xx xx 
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DESCRIPTIVE DATA FOR VARIANT BIFURCATED STEHHED POIlfTS 
SITE 
38LA85 45.8 30.0 5.5 14.5 20.8 23.6 3.8 xx xx xx xx 
38LA128 36.1 19.7 6.7 9. 14.3 18.1 1.7 xx xx xx xx xx 
38KE80 37.2 19.4 11.7 14.5 19.5 1.5 xx xx xx xx xx xx 
38KE157 43 22.0 5.9 15 16.0 21.1 1.9 xx xx xx 
38KES7 33 19. 11 14.0 16 2.7 xx xx xx xx xx xx 
38LA98 61.9 27.5 .9 10 16.8 20.6 2.9 xx xx xx xx xx 
38LA115 NA 24.1 5.6 10. 16. 17.4 3.1 xx xx xx 
)8LA1l4 23.7 17.3 10.6 13.0 17.0 3.3 xx xx xx xx xx xx 
38LA99 38.8 20.8 6.1 11.8 15 18.6 3.8 xx xx xx xx 
38LA1 28 33.0 20.0 16.0 16.9 2.2 xx xx xx xx xx xx 
38KE67 NA 26.4 .0 14 18.2 21.6 4.3 xx xx xx xx xx NA NA NA 
38KEl13 NA NA 5.1 12 18.6 23.6 3.5 xx xx xx xx xx 
38KE67 27.2 22.3 6.4 11. 17 21 2.6 xx xx xx xx xx xx 
38KE157 36.0 24.5 7.4 12.0 20.4 23.8 4.0 xx xx xx xx xx xx 
38KE57 31.0 21.6 7.0 15.4 16.1 2.1 xx xx xx xx xx 
38LA82 NA 27.3 6. 10 15. 15.7 2.0 xx xx xx xx NA NA NA 
38KE67 34.720.26.2 12. 16.0 19.0 3.5 xx xx xx 
J8KE54 44.0 21.9 6.2 12.4 18.8 22.5 3.3 xx xx xx xx xx 
38LA98 31. 5 18.7 15.4 16.1 2.6 xx xx xx xx xx xx 
38LA99 35.6 24.1 5.6 9. 18.0 19.1 4.6 xx xx xx xx xx 
JaLA128 45.7 21.1 5.9 10.0 14.8 18.1 3.1 xx xx xx xx 
38LA98 30.4 23.4 8.4 18.3 18 3.6 xx xx xx xx xx 
38LA112 45.0 20.4 6.8 10. 2 17.7 19.3 1.5 xx xx xx xx xx xx 
38LAl12 39.6 33.4 6.7 13 25.5 26.4 3.1 xx xx xx xx xx 
38LA94 40 29.2 11.2 19.1 22.1 3.1 xx xx xx xx xx 
38LA107 31.0 25.5 6. 11.6 17.0 19.1 3.5 xx xx xx xx 
UNKNOWN NA 33 NA 9.8 23.0 24.2 3.3 xx xx xx xx xx 
38LA128 NA NA NA NA 22 25.0 5.0 xx xx xx NA NA NA NA NA NA 
UNKNOWN 39.0 24.0 8:3 14.3 15.7 2.3 xx xx xx xx xx xx 
UNKNOWN 45.1 25 5.7 11.0 17.1 19.0 .8 xx xx xx xx xx xx 
UNKNOWN 31.3 22. 6.3 9.9 17.3 19.4 3.3 xx xx xx xx xx xx 
UNKNOWN 32.6 22.0 6.3 17.3 19.2 3.6 xx xx xx xx xx xx 
J8LA213 43.0 19.1 4.3 12. 12.2 15.6 2.5 xx xx xx xx 
UNKNOWN NA 27.1 7.5 8. 19.7 18.6 4.3 xx NA xx NA NA NA 
UNKNOWN 37.6 21. NA 9.1 15 16.0 3.0 xx xx xx xx xx 
UNKNOWN 32.4 21. 9 NA 9.4 16 19.1 4.0 xx xx xx 
UNKNOWN 39.9 31.7 7.4 18.8 15.1 3.8 xx xx xx xx 
UNKNOWN NA 21.9 5.3 13. 16.0 20.4 4.5 xx xx xx 
*Any pOint made from a flake exhibiting evidence of a curvature, a ventral face. a dorsal face, and/or a bulb of force. 
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Table 3 
DESCRIPTIVE METRIC DATA FOR LECROY POINTS 
N Mean Variance Standard 
Deviation 
----------------------------------------------------------------
fl.la x • length 34 27. 7 mm 45. 7 6. e 
Max. width 39 22.2 mm 1 3 • 9 3. 7 
Max. t h i c k n e s s 35 4.9 mm 1 • 2 1 • 1 
Max. stem length 41 10.0 mm 2. 6 1 • 6 
Max. stem width at 
blade 39 1 6 • 0 mm 2 • 7 1 • 6 
Max. stem width a t 
base 38 1 6.4 mm 2. 7 1 • 7 
Max. notch depth 40 3.6 mm C. 8 0.9 
PROPORTIONS OF RA~ MATERIAL UTILIZED FOR LECROY POINTS 
Raw Material type 
Quartz 
Rhyolite 
Flow Banded Rhyol i te 
Allendale Chert 
Ridge and Valley Chert 
Welded Tuff 
Fel s ic Tuff 


























DESCRIPTIVE METRIC DATA FOR BIFURCATED VARIANT POINTS 
N Mean Variance Standard 
Deviation 
--------------------------------------------------------------"",a x • length 30 37.6 mm 54. 7 7.4 
~1 a x • width 36 2 3 • 6 mm 1 7 • 1 4. 1 
~i a x • t h i c k n e s s 34 6.2 mm 0.5 O. 7 
Max. stem length 37 I I .0 mm 4.0 2.0 
Max. stem width at 
blade 38 17. 2 mm 7. 5 2. 7 
Max. stem width at 
base 38 19. 5 mm 8. 5 2.9 
Max. not c h depth 38 3.2 mm O. 8 0.9 
PROPORTIONS OF RAW MATERIAL UTILIZED FOR BIFURCATED VARIANT 
POINTS 
Raw Material type 
Quartz 
Rhyolite 
Flow Banded Rhyol ite 
Allendale Chert 
Welded Tuff 
Fel sic Tuff 
























"speckles" do not appear on a freshly broken surface but 
appear very distinctly on weathered surfaces. This 
I ithic material is formed by volcanic ash fal I (personal 
c 0 mm u n i cat ion, K e i thO' e r tin g ) • 
Type 8 - Quartz 
Qu art z i sam i n era I (s iii con d i 0 x ide) rat her t han a 
rock type. This lithic mater ial is very hard and 
res i s tan t tow eat her i n g • I tis the m 0 s t c 0 mm 0 n 0 f 
minerals, found in every class of rocks and formed under 
all sorts of conditions (Pough 1976: 219). "In the 
Car 0 lin a Pie d m 0 nt, qua r t z c 0 mm 0 n I y 0 c cur sin v e ins 0 f 
varying thickness. Colors range from clear (crystal 
quartz) through mi Iky white, rose, grey or brown tinted 
(personal communication, Keith Oerting). 
Type 9 - Ridge and Valley Chert 
"This is a fine cryptocrystal I ine, highly si I iceous 
ithic material normally formed through sedimentation. 
The color varies from medium lustrous grey to very fine 
dark grey to black, and certain other varieties of chert 
are known to occur in the Appalachian (ridge and val ley) 
Province (personal communication, Keith Oerting). 
Type 10 - Allendale Chert 
In general, chert is a cryptocrystal I ine variety of 
qua r t z (Am e ric a n G e 0 log i c a I Ins tit ute 1 9 7 6 : 7 2) u sua I I Y 
formed by sedimentary processes. Allendale chert, more 
formally known as FI int River Formation, is a bright 
yel low, vitreous chert wi th smal I fossi I inclus ions 
(Novick 1978: 432). 
Allendale chert (Anderson et al. 1982: 126), so 
named for its extensive outcrops in Allendale County, 
South Carol ina (Goodyear and Charles 1984), is found in 
the Flint River Formation of South Carolina (Cooke 
1936). Recently, several samples of this chert have 
been petrologically descr ibed by Upchurch (1984) as 
"si I icified grainstone." 
The Bifurcate Tradition: the LeCroy and the Variant 
Through the process of analysis, it has become clear 
1 2 
t hat two distinct t y pes of bifurcate points are present 
in the study area (Figs. 4 and 5 ) • The fir s t of the s e 
i s the LeCroy t y p e • The sec 0 n d wi I I be treated 
provisionally a s a variant. 
Of bifurcate points ' considered to be LeCroys from my 
study area, I have observed that blades are triangular 
with straight, incurvate, or slightly excurvate side 
edges. The majority of the survey samples has almost 
equal proportions in length and width. In some 
specimens, the stem is equal or nearly equal to the 
width of the blade (Fig. 4 D, E, F). This appears to be 
a resul t of resharpening, as the few seen in their 
initial stage before reduction exhibit a stem width of 
approximately two-thirds that of the blade (Fig. 4 A, B, 
C). Fifty-three and six-tenths percent of the survey 
samples are serrated along the blade edges from the tip 
to the shoulders. However, on most specimens, the 
serrations appear dull and sometimes broken from 
uti liz a t ion • A few 0 f the poi n t s h a v e a s y mm e t ric a I 
blades produced by the resharpening of one edge. Bases 
are deeply notched, this being accompl ished by the 
bifacial removal of one large flake and several small 
flakes. Stems are straight or sl ightly flared. Edges of 
the stem are finely chipped. Twenty-seven of the survey 
samples have lateral stem and basal notch grinding; 
however, the grinding is very light on most specimens. 
Fourteen of the survey samples are not ground. When 
present, blade shoulders are straight and at right 
angles to the stem. As a result of resharpening, little 
or no shoulders remain on 24.4% of the survey samples. 
Some have been reduced to I ittle more than the stem 
( Fig. 4 F ) • Com par i n g a n a I y tic d a tao f the L e C roy by 
Lewis and Kneberg (1955: 79, 81), Kneberg (1956: 27, 
28), Broyles (1966: 26, 27; 1971 69), and Chapman 
(1975: 126-129; 1977: 37, 39; 1978: 47) with those from 
Kershaw and Lancaster Counties, I have found them 
virtually indistinguishable. The only dissimilarity 
between the LeCroy points analyzed from South Carol ina 
and those from Tennessee and West Virginia is the lithic 
raw mater ial uti I ized. 
The second distinct bifurcate point is the variant. 
The va ria n tIs stem i sex pan de d wit h the bas e lob e d by 
basal notches, creating expanding ears (Fig. 5). In its 
initial stage, the blade is triangular with straight or 
sl ightly excurvate edges. Shoulders are straight or at 
right angles (Fig. 5 A and B). The blade cross section 
is usually biconvex. Resharpening alters the appearance 
oft h e s e poi n t s con sid era b I y • S h 0 u Ide r s b e c om eta per e d 
and blades become narrow and usually serrated (Fig. 5 E 
and F). The variant is resharpened in a manner that 
narrows the blade without greatly reducing the blade 
1 3 
( 
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Figure 4: LeCroy bifurcate points. 
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! I 
o 5 eM. 
Fig u reS : Bifurcated Variant types. 
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length as opposed to the LeCroy, which is shor tened 
drastically by resharpening. 
Fifty-seven and nine-tenths percent of the survey 
samples are serrated, some only slightly while others 
are deeply serrated. Like the LeCroy, the serrations on 
the var iant are usually dull and sometimes broken off. 
On some specimens the tips are sl ightly off-center. 
Twenty-six of the survey samples have lateral stem 
and basal notch grinding. Four have only basal notch 
grinding, and eight var iants are not ground. When 
grinding is present on the bifurcate variant, it is much 
heavier than grinding on the LeCroy type. Comparative 
data indicate some dissimilarity of bifurcate variants 
from the study area and the bifurcate variant types from 
West Virginia (Broyles 1966,1971) and Tennessee 
(Chapman 1975, 1976, 1977, 1978). This may be a factor 
of resharpening, as most specimens appear to have been 
resharpened. Differences in lithic material used might 
also be a consideration. 
SUMMARY 
This study was designed to document the nature and 
extent of bifurcate points from Kershaw and Lancaster 
Counties, South Carolina, and to determine their 
relationship to bifurcate points in the Southeast. The 
LeCroy examples from South Carol ina have proven to be 
typologically indistinguishable from the LeCroys of Yvest 
Virginia (Broyles 1966: 26, 27; 1971: 69) and Tennessee 
(Chapman 1975: 126-129; 1977: 37, 39; 1978: 47), the 
only dissimilarity being raw material. However, 
differences between the variant described by Broyles 
( 1 966 , 1 971) and C h a pm an ( 1 97 5 , 1 97 6, 1 97 7, 1 978 ) and 
those from the study area are more noticeable. 
This prel iminary study, whi Ie restricted to 
Lancaster and Kershaw Counties, South Carol ina, 
indicates a substantial bifurcate tradition. However, 
the boundaries of the bifurcate point are not weI I 
defined at present. Contacts with collectors in other 
areas of South Carolina indicate that the bifurcate is 
primarily restricted to the eastern region of the 
Piedmont and Coastal Plain. Further study is planned to 
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ARCHAEOLOGY IN THE MUSEUM SETTING 
by 
Ruth Y. Wetmore 
Introduction 
Many paral lei s exist between archaeology and 
museums, both with reference to their evolution and 
their goals. This article looks at some of the his-
tor ical relationships that exist between archaeology and 
museums, and ways in which archaeology is presented in 
the museum setting. 
Both archaeology and museums tend to be artifact 
oriented and focus on material culture. The archaeolo-
gist recovers and studies artifacts to learn about the 
past, and artifacts form the raw material of museum ex-
hibits. 
My interest in this subject originated from associa-
tion with the Indian Museum of the Carolinas in Laurin-
burg, North Carol ina, and continues with my current 
graduate work in the University of South Carolina's 
Publ ic Archaeology Program. 
Founded in 1972, the Indian Museum's stated purposes 
are (I) to preserve and present the region's Indian pre-
history and history; and (2) to serve as a teaching 
museum for St. Andrews Presbyterian College classes. 
Many of the Indian Museum collections consist of 
archaeological materials, hence the close connection 
between archaeology and the museum's exhibits and 
pro gram s • 
The museum houses collections from several si tes 
tested by St. Andrews archaeology classes and materials 
collected during environmental impact surveys. Some 
artifacts have been donated by Carol ina col lectors, and 
comparative materials have come from other museums. 
Definition of a Museum 
Just what is a museum? 
Museums defines a museum as 
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The American Association of 
an "organized and permanent 
non-profit organization, essentially educational or 
aesthetic in purpose, with professional staff, which 
owns and uti I izes tangible objects, cares for them, and 
exhibits them to the publ ic on a regular schedule" 
(Burcaw 1975:10). 
This definition covers institut ions that vary widely 
in si ze and scope of purpose. At one end of the 
spectrum, the collections of large national, city, or 
university museums cover many fields. At the other end 
are smal I local history museums consisting of a single 
room and s t a f fed b yon e per son 0 r v 0 I u n tee r s • S P e cia I 
interest museums often focus on a single subject. 
Examples in North Carolina include the Fireman's Museum 
in New Bern, the Country Doctor Museum in Bailey, and 
the Pottery Museum in Seagrove (Anon. 1979). 
Historical Associations 
Both archaeology and museums as we know them now are 
fairly recent developments. The field of archaeology 
evolved from a combination of scholarship on classical 
antiquities and treasure hunting. Unfortunately, many 
people today sti I I equate archaeology with treasure 
hunting rather than with scientific inquiry. 
Publ ic museums gradually evolved from pr ivate 
collections of rare, valuable, or unusual objects, often 
own e d by royal 0 r nob I e f am iii e s • D uri n g the 1 6 t h 
century Age of Exploration, "cabinets of curiosities" 
became increasingly popular (Sturtevant 1973:40). These 
customarily included artifacts (man-made objects) as 
well as natural history specimens. 
In the 18th century, a growing leisure class and the 
scientific discoveries of Darwin created great interest 
in mankind's past. Stone tools and points which had 
been considered "fairy darts" were recognized as the 
work of ancient man. 
In 1819, J .C. Thomsen made a maj or 
charting the past. Working with ax heads in 
National Museum collections, he defined three 
ic periods based on technology: the Stone, 





Nor t h Am e ric a n m use urns h a v e bee n act i v e i n pro mot i n g 
archaeology, through the sponsorship of excavations and 
o the r res ear c h • The Bur e a u 0 f Am e ric a nEt h n 0 log Y was 
created at the Smithsonian Institution in 1898 for the 
purpose of preserving information on North Amer ican 
Indians. This involved documenting traditional Indian 
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cultures before they disappeared and i n v est i gat i n g 
Indian origins and prehistory. 
One 0 f the fir s t pro j e c t s 0 f the Bur e a u 0 f Am e ric a n 
Ethnology was the investigation of prehi stor ic earth 
mounds in the eastern United States. Controversy over 
the identity of the mound bui Iders raged for years among 
academics and the general public alike. Some claimed 
the mounds were constructed by ancestors of modern 
Indian groups, but, as many more believed, the mounds 
had bee n b u i I t by a r ace 0 f g ian t s 0 r colon i s t s from 
Rome, India or Atlantis. 
The Smithsonian Institution sent Cyrus Thomas out to 
resolve the problem. After a thorough study, Thomas 
con c Iud edt hat the a n c est 0 r s 0 f I i v i n g Am e ric a n I n d ian 
groups had indeed bui It the mounds. His report (Thomas 
1894) continues to be an important record, since most of 
these earthworks were subsequently destroyed by 
cuI t i vat ion 0 r con s t r u c t ion • 
The second resemblance between archaeology and 
museums is that both are artifact oriented and focus on 
material culture. The archaeologist works with and 
interprets cultural remains. These generally consist of 
individual artifacts or groupings of artifacts. Other 
information is obtained from non-arti factual sources 
such as changes in soi I color and texture, which can 
provide clues on structures once present at a site or 
act i v i tie s car r i e d 0 u t the r e • 
Museums are dedicated to the collection, preserva-
tion, and exhibition of authentic artifacts. Because 
visi tors come to see and scholars to study genuine 
articles from the past, museums have a responsibi I ity to 
build artifact collections not only on the basis of 
appearance or condition, but also for their historical, 
educational, and research value as well. Museums do 
use reconstructions and models, but exhibits and 
displays should be based on authentic materials, not on 
copies or reproductions. 
Another similarity between archaeologists and museum 
staffs is that both deal with culture history, past 
I ifeways, and the process of cuI tural change. Both are 
concerned with interpreting and presenting the past, 
whether prehistor ic or hi stor ic, based on surviving 
cultural materials. 
In recent years, there has been a sh i ft away from 
emphasis on the artifact itself, 
in which the artifact was used. 
representing past behaviors, and 
decipher the system or context in 
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and toward the context 
Artifacts are seen as 
attempts are made to 
which these behaviors 
took place. By looking at 
cultural process and change, it 
cases to suggest the bel iefs 
particular artifacts. 
the larger context 
is even possible in 




Presentation of Archaeology in the Museum Setting 
There are many ways in which museums can present 
archaeological concepts and materials. Permanent 
exhibits, reconstructions, and programs come most 
readily to mind. Other effective methods include 
publ ications, study collections, and travel ing exhibits. 
Exhibits 
Because few people besides archaeologists are 
trained to "read" artifacts, simply laying out a series 
of objects is seldom satisfactory. Artifacts themselves 
are not self-explanatory; al I but the most obvious ones 
must be identified or even interpreted before they are 
meaningful. This places a great responsibi I ity on 
museum personnel to be honest and acccurate, 
particularly when di fferences in interpretation exist. 
It is possible to emphasize many different aspects 
of a single item, and Schroeder (1976) identifies 
several ways to look at an artifact. The first is to 
examine the manufactur ing process: how was stone flaked 
for tools, or a deer bone carved to make a fishhook? 
A related method is to demonstrate how an artifact 
was used. A sketch can be used to accompany the stone 
imp I erne n t sus edt 0 g r i n d cor n • ~I use urn vis ito r s fin d i t 
more meaningful to look at a stone knife blade where the 
handle and attachment has been reconstructed than to see 
only the stone blade which has survived the centur ies. 
There are multiple ways a single class of objects 
can be used comparatively. A sequence of projectile 
points can demonstrate change in form over time. A 
showcase of baskets, sandal s, or pottery decorations can 
show change over time or Ilustrate cross-cultural 
differences. 
Another way to exhibit artifacts is to show the 
environment or context in which they were used. Here 
complete tool kits or assemblages can be shown, giving a 
more integrated view of lifeways. Dioramas accomplish 
this very effectively, and they may range in size from 
scale models in a portion of a showcase to life-size 
settings and figures. This latter type is extremely 
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useful in providing atmosphere or a "feel" for other 
times and settings. 
A more abstract way of presenting artifacts is to 
look at the functional meaning or value of an artifact 
as distinct from its practical use. Pipes in many 
Indian cultures were more than instruments for smoking 
tobacco; their form and use represented complex symbol ic 
meanings as well. Similarly, symbols engraved on stone 
or shel I objects probably possessed social or rei igious 
meaning comparable to that of the cross or Star of David 
in modern jewelry. 
Reconstruct ions 
Certain prehistoric and historic sites recreate the 
setting or context of a past period in great detail. 
Oconaluftee Indian village in western North Carolina 
depicts activities of an 18th century Cherokee town. 
Williamsburg, Virginia, and Plymouth Plantation in 
Massachusetts use buildings, landscaping, furnishings, 
and costumed guides to create an atmosphere of colonial 
I i f e • 
I tis mo red iff i cui t top res e n t pre his tor yin t his 
fashion, since the archaeological record is not as 
complete as the historic record. Town Creek Indian 
Mound near Mount Gilead, North Carolina, is a good 
example of what can be done. Information from Joffre 
Coe's excavations formed the basis for converting this 
Mississippian period ceremonial site into a state 
historical park (South 1973). 
The reconstructed site consists of a palisade 
surrounding a major temple on a mound, a minor temple, 
and a mortuary hut. These are situated around a central 
plaza or square ground. Portions of the wattle and daub 
bui Idings have been left unfini shed to show the 
construction stages. Bui Iding dimensions were 
determined from postholes, and interior details such as 
the temple altar and wall decorations were based on 
ethnographic sources. 
Programs 
Like exhibits, museum programs are limited only by 
the collections and ingenuity of staff members. For 
several years, the Schiele Museum in Gastonia, North 
Carolina, has held a pow-wow attracting visitors and 
dancers from as far as the Midwest. Workshops and 
pro gram son f lin t k nap pin g, bas k e try, and c e r am i c s are 
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offered by several Carol ina museums. 
Large museums with university affiliations may 
sponsor their own archaeological expeditions. A few 
like the Smithsonian's Earth Watch program permit 
individuals with non-archaeological backgrounds to 
participate. A more usual program activity is the 
arrangement of tours for patrons to observe an ongoing 
excavation. 
Historic Camden in South Carolina and the Schiele 
Museum in Gastonia, North Carol ina, have "I iving 
history" programs. Here, dai Iy activities such as 
cooking and blacksmithing are carried out and explained 
to visitors. The Christmas celebrations held in Old 
Salem and Wilmington, North Carolina, are other examples 
of I ifeways presented in an ear I ier histor ical context. 
Other Exposition Techniques 
The use of archaeological materials in the museum 
context is not limited to the exhibits and programs 
described above. Many museums such as the Smithsonian, 
the Heard Museum, Harvard's Peabody Museum, and the 
University of Cal ifornia' s Lowie Museum have one or more 
series of publications dealing entirely or in part with 
archaeology. 
One of the most important ways museums can use 
archaeological collections is for research (Brown 1981; 
Cantwell et al. 1981; Puniello 1981; Winters 1981). A 
reference or study collection may consist of 
representative materials from an area or from a single 
sit e • 
The Universi ty of Cal i fornia' s extensive and 
well-documented collections of California Indian baskets 
have been donated by numerous individuals over a long 
period of time. Located on the Berkeley and Davis 
campuses, these collections formed the basis for the 
most recent summary of this subject (Elsasser 1978). 
Research may also be done on artifacts from a single 
site. The work of King and Gardner (1981) on textiles 
from the Spiro Mound in Oklahoma is a fine example of 
analysis and synthesis where the objects themselves were 
located at museums scattered across the country. Even 
archaeological materials without known provenience can 
be utilized. Representative artifacts can be used in 
teaching col ections within the museum or in kits 
des i g ned for loa n to s c h 0 0 I and c omm un i t Y g r 0 ups. A 
variation of this is the popular "touch table" designed 








grind corn with stone implements, feel 
gives a deerskin, or coi I a pottery bowl 
understanding to past I ifeways. 
Travel ing exhibits make mater ials avai lable to a 
wider audience than can be served by a single 
institution. The following exhibits in the Smithsonian 
SITES series include archaeological materials: Ice Age 
Art; Inua: Spirit Vworld of the Bering Sea Eskimo; The 
Center Space: Pueblo Indian Architecture; and Native 
Harvests: Plants in Amer ican Indian Li fee 
Issues 
One ethical iss u e faced by both archaeologists and 
museums involves the confl ict that may ar ise between the 
goals of scholarship and living ethnic groups. Since 
the 1970s, there has been increasing opposition from 
Indian tribal groups to the excavation of Indian bur ial s 
(King 1983) and the e x h i bit ion 0 f Nat i v e Am e ric a n 
religious objects. 
In several cases, Indian groups have challenged the 
museum ownership of Indian artifacts. The Five Nations 
of the Iroquois have gone to court in seeking the return 
of wampum belts held by the New York State Museum. More 
recently, the Zuni Pueblo has claimed ownership of War 
God figures in various museum collections on the grounds 
that these figures were stolen from the Zuni by 19th 
century anthropologists. 
A second major issue involves the curation of 
archaeological collections. The National Historical 
Preservation Act of 1966 required assessment of cultural 
resources on al I construction projects involving federal 
lands or federal moneys. The resulting increase in 
volume of archaeological mater ial s has created a storage 
crisis, not to mention the problems of access 
encountered by scholars and researchers. 
A curation and management questionnaire sent to 20 
museums indicated that most archaeological collections 
were used in display, put on loan, or used in publ ic 
programs. Only one institution reported using 
archaeological collections in teaching, and only one 
institution had published a catalog of archaeological 
collections (U.S. Department of the Inter ior 1980: 70). 
Movement of archaeological collections from place to 
place, decisions to save only part of the materials 
recovered in fieldwork, and transfer or loans to other 
museums due to lack of storage diminishes the data base 
avai lable to future researchers. Even the day-to-day 
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operations of shifting collections in storage, loans to 
other museums or de-accession may result in loss of 
documentation on archaeological mater ial s. ~hen records 
do not match or materials cannot be found, artifacts 
lose their value for research purposes. 
Conclusion 
There are many parallels in the development and 
goa Iso f m use urn san dar c h a e 0 log y a sad i sci P lin e • The 
s tat erne n t t hat I! Col I e c t ion, stu d y and c 0 mm u n i cat ion are 
the work of a museum. Its products are objects, 
knowledge and information.1! (Swauger 1976: 313) also 
applies to archaeology. This is particularly true given 
the current legal emphasis on the preservation of 
archaeological resources for publ ic purposes. 
There are benefits to be gained by promoting the 
partner ship of museums and archaeologi sts. The 
preservation of archaeological mater ials creates a data 
base of information for future study. Questions raised 
by researchers may be used to expand investigations into 
new areas. Publ ic awareness of archaeological goal sand 
the need to preserve sites can be increased by exposure 
to museum exhibits and programs designed to convey these 
messages. 
The publ ic al so benefi ts through the museum 
presentation of archaeology. Archaeological exhibits 
speak both to the general and individual interest in 
things past. Just as archaeologists use ethnology to 
work from historic records backwards, ethnoarchaeology 
forms a bridge of continuity between ancient and modern 
cultures. 
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UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF 
ANTHROPOLOGY/SCIAA 1985 ARCHAEOLOGICAL FIELD SCHOOL 
Mulberry Site (38KE12) 
by 
Chester DePratter 
(Left to Right) Kimberly Grimes, Shorty 
Kerekanich, Gene Ogden, Chester DePratter, 
Beth Beckman, Ruth Wetmore, Gina Tuten, 
Betsy Leopard, Melissa Bowen, David Babson; 
2nd row (Left to Right) john Lewis, Tom 
Cowan, john Worth, Chris judge, Glen 
Di I I ion, and joan Gero. 
The 1985 USC Archaeological Field School, 
co-directed by Dr. Chester B. DePratter and Dr. joan 
Gero, was conducted at the Mulberry Site (38KE12). Four 
USC graduate students and ten undergraduate students 
participated in the field program which ran from june 3 
to july 26, 1985. 
Research at the Mulberry Site is part of a long term 
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research project by the USC Department of 
Anthropology in The Wateree Archaeological 
Research Project 
beg u n 
1 979 • 
(WARP) 
ear I y 
20-mile 
has focused on a series of late 
prehistoric and historic period mound sites 
located along a long stretch of the Wateree 
River near Camden, South Carol ina. Most WARP research 
to date has centered on the Mulberry Site, although 
limited field research was conducted during 1985 at two 
other mound sites: Adamson (38KE11) and Belmont Neck 
( 3 8KE 6) • 
Mound sites along the Wateree River relate to the 
de vel 0 pm en t 0 f a chi e f d om I eve Iso c i e t y w hie hoc cup i e d 
the Val ley between A.D. 1350 and 1670. Hernando DeSoto, 
a Spanish explorer accompanied by over 600 Spanish 
soldiers, visited the chiefdom in the spring of 1540. 
At that time, the chiefdom, called the "province" of 
Cofitachequi by DeSoto, was ruled by a female chief. The 
chieftainness of Cofitachequi control led a terr itory 
that included the entire Wateree/Catawba River Valley 
from near Columbia, South Carolina, to Asheville, North 
Carolina. The chiefdom of Cofitachequi was visited by 
another Spanish explorer, Juan Pardo, in 1566-1568, and 
by an English adventurer, Henry Woodward, in 1670. 
Shortly after 1670, the chiefdom col lapsed and 
disappeared from the historical record. 
Summer 1 985 fie I d school excavations were intended 
to provide information needed to construct a long term 
research design for the 
surface collections were 
the site, including test 
mounds on the site. 
Mulberry Site. Excavations and 




several areas of 
the two platform 
A 1 x 3 meters test pit was excavated on the eastern 
margin of Mound A. At one time, this mound was at least 
30 meters square and 3 to 4 meters high. Today, only a 
small portion of the mound remains, the rest has been 
destroyed by erosion caused by the Wateree River. The 
1985 test unit penetrated nearly two meters of mound 
fi II and portions of the premound midden. No clear-cut 
stratigraphic zones were encountered, and the only 
features recorded were two postholes located just above 
the premound midden. The upper portion of the mound 
fi II appears to have been mixed, and may represent 
deposits relating to construction of a 19th century 
overseer's house atop the mound or backdirt from late 
19th century excavations in the center of the mound. 
Mound construction postdates A.D. 1300. 
A x 5 meters trench was excavated in Mound B. 
Mo un d B was 0 rig n a I I y abo u t 30 x 40 met e r s s qua rea n d 3 
to 4 meters high, but it has been partially destroyed 
which has reduced its height to approximately two 
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meters. The 1985 test trench was an extension of 
another x 5 meters trench excavated in 1982. Both 
trench segments contained evidence of numerous mound 
construction stages that had been truncated by repeated 
plowing. The earliest construction stage appears to 
have been a platform approximately 1.5 meters high, 
whereas subsequent constructions stages appear to have 
been deposits only 20-30 centimeters thick. At least 15 
construction stages are represented in our test 
trenches. Ceramics contained in mound fill indicate 
that construction of Mound B began around A.D. 1450 and 
continued on into the 17th century. 
A third x 5 meters test unit was excavated 100 
meters south of Mound A in an area where A.R. Kelly 
excavated between 30 and 40 burials in 1952. The 1985 
excavations were intended to provide information on the 
area from which those burials were taken. Our test 
trench encountered a 1 meter thick layer of recent, 
sterile alluvium overlying a 15 centimeters thick 
IImidden ll zone containing abundant prehistoric ceramics, 
but few other artifacts. Beneath this II m idden ll was a 
pit approximately 1 meter across and nearly 1 meter deep 
containing the enamel caps from two human teeth. No 
artifacts were found in association with these teeth, 
but it is I ikely they are the remains of a decayed 
burial. A single posthole was also encountered in the 
test trench, but it does not appear to have been part of 
a structure. At present, we do not know why burials 
were concentrated in this area. 
A fourth excavation area was located approximately 
250 meters east of Mound A. Surface examination 
following plowing revealed a concentration of mica 
fragments over an area approximately 10 meters square. 
Excavations revealed portions of an Indian house 
measuring approximately 4 x 6 meters square. The house 
floor had been badly disturbed by repeated plowing, but 
a fired clay hearth was found offset near the west wall 
of the structure. Two concentrations of hand-sized mica 
sheets were found in former floor deposits, and these 
appear to represent caches of unmodified raw material, 
since no piece showed any clear evidence of either cut 
edges or cut-outs. Although this structure may have 
been occupied by a mica worker, final identification of 
the structure1s function wi I I have to await analysis of 
materials recovered during excavations. 
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Excavation of one of mica concentrations in prehistoric 
house excavation (John Worth, David Babson). 
Excavation of 1 x 5 m trench in Mound B (View to west). 
Chris Judge, Gina Tuten and Chester DePratter. 
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1 x 5 meter trench in area 
en c 0 u n t ere d n urn e r 0 usb uri a I s 
1 x 3 meter trench in Mound 
Beckman). 
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near where A.R. Kelly 
(Kimberly Grimes). 
A (Ruth Wetmore and Beth 
Prehistoric house excavations (View to northwest). 
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ADAMSON SITE (38KE11) 
by 
Chester B. DePratter 
On March 23-24, 1985, Dr. Chester B. DePratter 
mapped and surface collected the Adamson mound and 
village site (38KE11) with a crew composed of graduate 
students and volunteers. The crew included Kimberly 
Grimes, Chris Judge, David Babson, Ruth Wetmore, Michael 
Harmon, Mair Paulsen, and Leland Ferguson. 
The sit e i s located on a low, natural terrace t hat 
i s approximately 100 meters wide and nearly 300 me t e r s 
long. Par t s of the sit e are buried beneath a r e c e n t 
layer of a I I u v i um of undetermined thickness. 
Mound A, the larger of two mounds on the site, is 
over 11 meters high wi th base dimensions of 53 meters by 
41 meters. The first flat summit platform measures 
approximately 20 meters by 30 meters. Mound B, located 
60 meters northeast of Mound A, is approximately 20 
meters in diameter and near Iy 4 meters high. The 
central part of Mound B was completely excavated long 
ago by persons unknown. A third, smaller mound is 
reported to have been located to the northwest of Mound 
A, but no trace of it exists today. 
DePratter and his crew mapped the area southeast of 
the mounds, and the remainder of the site wi I I be mapped 
in the near future. An area south of the mounds 
measuring 90 meters by 60 meters was surface collected 
in 10 meter-square units. A series of 22 posthole tests 
were also excavated in an attempt to locate a midden 
zone, but no distinct midden was encountered. The 
surface collection and excavated material indicate that 
the major occupation of the site occurred dur ing the Pee 
Dee period between approximately 1300 and 1500 A.D. 
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A REPORT ON CHEROKEE ARCHAEOLOGICAL COLLECTIONS IN NORTH 
CAROLINA, TENNESSEE, GEORGIA AND SOUTH CAROLINA 
by 
Michael A. Harmon 
Dur ing three separate weeks in May and June of 1985, 
visited the University of North Carolina at Chapel 
Hi I I, the University of Tennessee at Knoxvi I Ie, and the 
University of Georgia at Athens. The purpose of these 
visi ts was to study comparative Cherokee collections and 
to gather information for the completion of my rvl.A. 
thesis. State Archaeologist Bruce Rippeteau, director 
o f SCI AA , s po n s 0 red me i nth i s pro j e c t t h r 0 ugh a g ran t 
of $l,OCO. 
The primary goals of this paper are to describe the 
locations, methods of artifact collections and records 
storage, and avai lable publ ications of the anthropology 
departments at these schools as a general guide for 
other researchers, and to descr ibe the nature and extent 
of major hi stor ical Cherokee research sponsored by these 
three univers i ties. A secondary goal of this article is 
to blurb my thesis, sponsored jointly by the USC 
Department of Anthropology's Graduate School and SCIAA. 
The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 
Visitor information and parking permits are 
avai lable at the Visi tor's Informat ion Booth at the main 
campus entrance on Cameron Street. Parking is free on a 
first come basis at the Visitor's Information Booth 
parking lot; if this lot is full, daily permits for 
nearby W-2 lots can be obtained from this same locat ion. 
The Anthropology Department and the Research 
Laborator ies of Anthropology are located in Alumni Hal I. 
Dr. Roy Dickens is Di rector of the Research Laborator ies 
of Anthropology and should be contacted preceding any 
planned research. A memorandum that describes and 
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outl ines pol icies for 
Anthropology records 
from Dr. D i c ken s • 
using the Research Laboratories of 
and collections should be obtained 
Dr. Stephen Davis is the Research Laborator ies f 
curator. All excavation records, black and white 
prints, and color slides are stored in Alumni Hall. 
Artifacts are stored in Alumni Hall, and also in an old 
texti Ie mi II warehouse in nearby Durham, North Carol ina. 
Four digit accession numbers are assigned to individual 
sites, while specific categories of artifacts such as 
shell, glass, metal, bone, pottery, flaked stone and 
non-flaked stone are denoted by letter codes and numbers 
that follow the site accession number. Site artifact 
collections are not stored as individual units, but are 
stored separately according to these categories of 
materials. Any artifacts used as illustrations in 
reports, theses and dissertations are filed separately 
in Alumni Hall. 
Du r in g the 1960s and 1970s, Dr. Joffre Coe and 
stu den t sin v est i gat e d n um e r 0 usC her 0 k e ear c h a e 0 log i c a I 
sites. These studies are a significant contribution to 
understanding Cherokee prehistory, as most of these 
studies focused on the prehistoric and protohistor ic 
periods, rather than the historic period (Joffre Coe, 
personal communication). Published information on 
historical Cherokee sites is I imited, although articles 
on the 18th and 19th century Middle Cherokee have been 
published by the Research Laboratories of Anthropology 
in the Archaeological Society of North Carolina journal 
Southern Indian Studies. An index and journal copies 
are avai lable at the University of North Carol ina. 
The University of Tennessee at Knoxvil Ie 
Parking permits are available at the Security 
B u i I din g 0 n 1 1 1 5 UT D r i v eat the cos t 0 f $ 1 • 0 0 per day. 
Researchers usually wi II be assigned to the two parking 
lots adjacent to the Anthropology Department. The 
Anthropology Department is located in Neyland Stadium on 
Stadium Drive. Dr. Jefferson Chapman is curator of 
archaeological collections, and should be contacted 
before visiting the University of Tennessee. He will 
provide a study form which must be completed by the 
res ear c her • 
McClung Museum houses a permanent display of 
impressive prehistoric and historic collections, with 
admission free to the general public. Artifact 
collections, excavation records and photographic records 
are filed in McClung Museum. Artifacts are filed by 
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site provenience according to a series of four digit 
artifact box numbers. Artifacts used as illustrations 
in publ ications, theses and dissertations, are fi led 
separately. 
The University of Tennessee at Knoxville houses the 
most impressive collection of Cherokee archaeological 
remains in the southeast. Numerous reservoir projects 
funded mainly by the Tennessee Val ley Authority from the 
1930s through the 1970s have resulted in the excavation 
of many historical Overhi" Cherokee sites. The 
University of Tennessee Department of Anthropology 
Reports of Investigations series and the TVA 
Publ icat ions in Archaeology and Anthropology contain a 
wealth of information on the Cherokee. A number of 
unpubl ished theses and dissertations address var ious 
aspects of Cherokee archaeology. The Tennessee 
Anthropologist, the journal of the Tennessee 
Anthropological Association, also contains useful 
articles on historic period Cherokee. 
The University of Georgia at Athens 
Parking permits can be obtained free at the Mai I and 
Parking Services Bui Iding on East Campus Road. Permits 
are usually available for the two parking lots behind 
the Anthropology Department. The Anthropology 
Department is located in Baldwin Hall at the corners of 
Jackson and Baldwin Streets. Dr. Mark Williams is 
curator of archaeological collections and should be 
contacted before visiting the University of Georgia. 
Archaeological collections are stored in Baldwin 
Hall and the nearby Chickopee Storage Facil ity, a former 
Confederate armory. Collections from the Wallace 
Reservoir project are stored in the Riverbend Facility 
outside Athens. The Georgia Museum of Art on Jackson 
Street frequently houses temporary displays of 
impressive prehistoric and historic remains. 
All project records, black and white prints, and 
color slides are filed in Baldwin Hall. Individual site 
proveniences are fi led according to sequential four or 
five digit catalog numbers, with all site proveniences 
recorded as a separate catalog number. Artifacts used 
as illustrations are not fi led separately from si te 
collections but may be found frequently in separate 
boxes with the remainder of the site artifact 
collection. 
The majority of historical 
University of Georgia stemmed 
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Cherokee research by the 
from R i v e r Bas i n pro j e c t s 
in the 1950s and includes excavations at the vi Ilage 
sites of Chauga, Estatoe and Tugalo. Although this 
research occurred many years ago, the artifacts and 
excavation notes can be located. Dr. David Hally has 
written several articles that deal with aboriginal 
ceramics of the protohistoric and histor ic period Lower 
Cherokee. Publ ication series include the University of 
Georgia Laboratory of Archaeology Series, and Early 
Georgia, the journal of the Society for Georgia 
Archaeology. 
This brief guide has been complied as an aid to 
arc h a e 0 log i c a Ire sea r c hat the s e u n i v e r sit i e s • I 
suggest that researchers make arrangements beforehand, 
and that they al so avoid visiting dur ing exams and 
s umm e r s c h 0 0 I • I f 0 un d a I I 0 f the arc h a e 0 log i s t sat 
these universities quite helpful in providing access to 
artifact collections and records, providing an excel lent 
additional data base for my thesis research. 
Thesis Synopsis 
My thesis addresses the cultural adaptation of the 
Lower Cherokee Indians dur ing the 18th century, focusing 
on European material cldture and changes in material 
cuI tural assemblages reflected in the archaeological 
record that resulted from trade and interaction with the 
British and colonists in South Carolina. The Cherokee 
Indian cultural group has been divided into three 
subgroups on the basi s of cuI tural, I inguistic, and 
environmental distinctions the Lower, Middle and 
Overhill settlements. The Lower Cherokee occupied the 
foothi lis of the Appalachian Mountains near the upper 
reaches of the Savannah River system (Dickens 1979:10). 
My thesis problem areas include examining why European 
material culture was considered desirable, how it was 
o b t a i ned, and how· E u r 0 pea n goo d s w ere use d b Y the Lower 
Cherokee in their attempt to adapt to a rapidly changing 
world. Special emphasis has been placed on examining 
how European goods were used, modified, and reused for 
often uniquely Cherokee needs. 
In the fol lowing section, the modification and reuse 
of selected broken or worn out ceramic, glass and metal 
objects will be discussed. In Figure I, broken, 
polychrome handpainted delft sherd was ground into a 
circular shape, and then perforated by drilling, 
presumably for use as a gorget or simi lar decorative 
object. Di fferent techn i ques were used to extend kaol in 
pip e use - I i f e • The m 0 S t c 0 mm 0 n t e c h n i que was t 0 car v e 
the pipestem end so tha t a cane could be sl ipped over 
the tapered pipestem (Fig. 2). 
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Glass tools are frequently overlooked, or at best 
casually mentioned in arti fact discussion. In Figure 3, 
this bottle base has been flaked and reused as a scraper 
and is illustrated in the manner in which it was used. 
The rounded base protected and cushioned the hand whi Ie 
the tool was being used. 
Modified meta artifacts are common on Lower 
Cherokee si tes. A broken strap pol I axe was reused as a 
wedge (Fig. 4). Sheet brass tinklers were made from 
bra s s k e ttl e f r a gm e n t san d we r e use d a s dec 0 rat ion 0 n 
clothing and other personal items (Fig. 5). lr iangular 
she e t bra ssp r 0 j e c til e poi n t s h a v e bee n r e c 0 v ere d from 
several Lower Cherokee sites (Fig. 6). 
Lead was frequently modi fied and reused for 
utilitarian items. These two foided lead strips are 
interpreted as fishing weights because they are more 
crudely fashioned than lead beads from Overhi I I Cherokee 
sites and because historical references point to the 
Cherokees' use of hook and line fishing (Fig. 7). 
S i I v era r t i f act s are u nco mm 0 non Lower C her 0 k e e sit e s • 
Figure 8 depicts the plaque portion of a plaque and 
bangle assembly used for decorating clothing and other 
personal items (Quimby 1966). 
These artifacts reflect the importance and scarcity 
of European goods to the Lower Cherokee, and their 
attempts to lessen dependence on Europeans for goods 
which they needed to survive. Pieces of glass, bits of 
ceramics and metal scraps should be viewed not as waste 
products, but as potential raw ma.erials that could be 
used for the production of tools and other items needed 
in 18th century Indian life. 
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